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The purpose of this investigation was to determine if 


three Adlerian interpreters cculd examhn 


mhn’e the sam^ cgmpleted protocol 
of the subject's life style r 


and arrive at similar interpretations o£ 

based oiC the information contained in the protocol. Since the study 
was intended only as a preliminary investigation, no attempt was made 
to analyze the information statistically. An ^ttem^t . was made tp sfced 
some light on the following questions; (1) to what extent can the 
diagnosticians interpretation of the subject's life ,style be based 
solely on information contained in the protocol itself 1, (2) how would 
at pooled consensual interpretation, cf all three diagnosticians 
jc^a^are^to'or"differ from the original summary as stated by the' 
author?.(3) will-any non-consensual or contradictory interpretations 
affect^dny one diagnostician's final life style summary? It was ' 
concluded that three' Adlerian interpreters, operating independently, 
can arrive at very similar' life style summaries based solely on the 
information Contained,in a completed protocol. Suggestions f<?r 
further research are presented. (Aotlior/B. 
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bv Terrence* M. McCarthy, A. *. 
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The *mirtAOs-<= o r the present ereliminary investigation war- 
to r*r?-tif .thr^e .Adlerian interpreter? could examine the 
ranie comrlef or * rrofoc-.ol and arrive at similar interpretation? 


of the subject’r life style based only on the information corj- 


ta’inef in the protocol'. (For-a description of the standard 

+ v k -- v 

N 

protocol see Preikurs, 195^). Two of the interpreters analysed 
the protocol on a "blind" basis, while the present writer • 

■j per^orme^ the actual li^e style analysis in the presence of'the ^ 
i I Subject, All three analyses vmre done independent ^.^Since 


6 T o ° 5 2 

. ^ n 13 O >* r , rtl 


the rtuiv war intended. only a.« preliminary investigation, no - g<=3 

*7 V * o r 02°- m mx5a 


attempt was made- to analyse the information statistically. 


• The present investirat ion was also an attempt t 


o shjk/ s< 


z m ^ f * 
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light on the following cue-s^ions. • _ ’ »’ 

d. To v ; ha t extent can. the diagnostician ? s -interpretation 


A - < o 2™ -B m c 

_ m z * r, m - 

m v .z q x 2 
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t h- 


of the subject's life stylerbe based only on infc^r- 




mation contained in the protocol .itself? 


' oA 


If the consensual interpretations of all three diag-' 
nosticians were pooled to form•a 'statement of the 


.subject's bas.ic life style, "how would this . congjfenSUal 


o 

summary compare to or differ from the original summary 

as stated hy the present .writer? . >/ 

. . * $ 

5. ^’..’ill any non-consensual interpretations (i.e., inter- 
- pretations made by only one diagnostician) or any 

'contradictory interpretations affect any one dingnos-^ 


- b—- tician’ a final -life style-summary to the extent that 
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there is little consensual afreement amoral! three 

. * final life style interpretations^ ^ 

• * 

^ / « * ( 
v . * 'b 

1 , * 

DEGICTN GF THEt GT'IDY 

' Two of the diagnosticians were presented with pnly the coined . 
Protocol and standardized instructions for statins interpretations. 

' ( Th ; complete starfa^i^ in^ctjions- ana «at. analysis.is available 
' from the author «pV> reouest.) The present, writer also use?, the 
stahdart’Wd instructions in this study for they purpose of conpari-' 

•son.' ifie Aapnosticisns were instructed; to review' the .completed , 

1 .V. ■ _ • / 


:vocbl 


protfccbl an* complete five bahic tasks, which consisted : 

1. Nite what responses to the family constellation ouestiori- 
' . naire were moot helpful an* note interpretation?, 'v;hich 

l 

j stem from that information. ^ 

'• n[, interpret each early recollection, state the general meS- 

- vaape of*the early recollectionand then rewrite tHatmes- 

1 ■ i ‘ )t . V, • 

• : sage in the "first person. , ’• 

• - =5. Briefly state how each early recollection was interpreted. 

in. Based'on-all early recollection interpretations,'write a 
-• j ■■ common theme sumpary. Rewrite this summary in the "first 


person. 


.* * 


; j. Based on all information, write a final life (style summary. : 
j Each interpreter was.allowed a maximum of VO minxes to 0(4- _■ 
plete th'e entire task. .Having each interpreter no'te which family ^ , 

( constellation nuestions were the m ost sign ifican t wa s intended 
rJTITin providing interpretive clues. ^'ief e^lanattons. of. . 

* f 9 
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KOU «ch early recollection uas interpreted uas an attempt to exa- , 
ine in' detail the process of eerly recollecticn interpretaftion. 


m 


The purpose or stating the early recollection interpretations and 
the f inan'llf 2 „ style^summary in the ”f irst^psrson" .is simply dr aid 
to examining possible consensual interpretations, in that the lan¬ 
guage For- interpretation Statement is somewhatNnore delineated or 
limited when all three interpreters use the "first person" as a com¬ 
mon fdTm of statement. • 


( 
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ANALYSIS OF DATA 

Ir/order to 'categorize each interpreter's specific interpreta¬ 
tion the Following. categories were established and labeled by num¬ 
ber,. The term "inferred" is used to denote-that no attempt has , 

"been made to establish the validity or reliability of interprets- 

» 

» 

tions.labeled "consensual.” - . 

1. Inferred Consensual InTerpretation: T^i’s .category repre¬ 
sents a consensual interpretation trade by all three inter- 

' . preters to a specific'.response. \i '* • 

2. Inferred Double Interpreter Interpretation: Where two inter¬ 


preters- made essentially the sails interpretation based on 


•si 


ecific.response. 




, 3. Single)Interpreter Interpretation:- A specific interprets- 

. & .. . •. i' 


tibn to a.specific response, .which*w,as made by only one 


\T ' ^ interpreter. 

** , * ‘ ' 

U. Consensual Omission: This category applies only to the^ 


.. 5 


family constellation cuestionnaire, and is applied to . 
’those cuestinns that were ret mentlo-nert .as being significant. 


r. 


by all^ihree interpreters. 

5 Contradictions’in Interpretation: 'Jbere two or all three 

V* * 

interpretations to a specific response' represent contra¬ 


0 


dictions in interpretation. 


The following is an. example of the application^ the cate¬ 
gorization process. ' 

. * ■ * ' U 

* •’ ' ' * 

Protocol Pesoorsds • . 

In response to Question #3 of the family constellation oues- 

ti/jnnsire-^ which asks’, "Idhat kind of "kid were yjDu?", Interpreter »/l 
notes as significant aspects of '*he client's responsejfhat he'was 
always "rebelling and in trduble." .Interpreter H2 notes the sub¬ 
ject's selection of the "bad^ child role", and Interpreter if ^notes 
tjiej^bject's mention of ;'fighting." Category Ul t Inferred Con¬ 
sensual Interpretation, is applied to these three interpretations . 

because all*three interpreters note aspects of’misbehavior as repre- 

• - ( \ ■ 

senting significant information. 

An example of Category U2 f Inf erred'’Double Interpreter Inter¬ 
pretation, is found in the subject's response to Question ill, ui^ich 

asks the subject to describe C/hich sibling is most different from . 

1 * * * 

him. To this response, Interpreter .VI notes that the sister con¬ 
formed, which is an indication that the .subjefct rebelled. Inter¬ 
preter U2 notes that the. "sister was good",, and indicates that he ^ 

will look far "indications of t^ia. SLfbject's selection of the bad 

* . ■ *') 

child rale." Bo'th interpreters view the description of rebellion 

otmLebehaviorlas"significant information. Interpreter A3 did .net* 

)\ ' w 

interpret this particular response. 1 

/Categories H3 Ad. i;U are straightforward, and do not rccuirt* 
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further explanation at this point. Category //5 represents contro- 


• f 


dictions in interpretation. An example of such contradictions is , 

v/ ' • • . 

found in all three interpreters' responses to Question />1 under the 


sibling interrelationships section. The question asks, *'UJho -took 
care of whom?" The^rub ject' s response is that he took.^rare ^of his 

9 « 

sis.ter, but he qualifies .this response with/ "I'd like to think. I 
did','but I really* didn't." Interpreter XI interpreted this to mean 
that the subject indicated a desire to show responsibility, but 
questioned .his ability to carry through. Interpreter n2 seated 
at the subject wanted to appear good. Interpreter X 3 interpreted 

i * 

he response to mean that the subject was domineering. In viewing 


l 


Waae-contrbdictians, the important question is whether or not they 


all three interpre- 

* ' \ 


/ 

significantly affect the consensual agreement or 
ters' final life style .summaries. 

The cumulative total for the ,five categories., as applied to the 

< • . 

entire family constellation iquestionnaire, is as follows: 

f " ' 

Category XI Inferred £onsensual Interpretation ^ 5 

Cateqorv X2 Inferred Double Interpreter Interpretation*- 12 

/- - * ' • 

« ‘Category XZ. Single Interpreter Interpretations - 22 

' s \ 




Category XU Consensual Omission - 10 


Category X5 Contradiction in Interpretation - 2 


r' 


Earlv Recollections 
" \ • 


. The'second type of information, which is-collected and' infcer- 

/ ' 

oreted in the life style analysis, represents the subject's early 

' * i* ' 

recollections. In this study, the interpreters were presented with 


flv^ separate.'nariy'recollpCtiDBS. For. the purpose of example,' one J 

ecrlv’ recollection with all, three • interpretations is presented. 

• 7 » . 
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Early Recollection "I was sitting on the steps of our 

' • * * . ’ . 

neighbor's house playing with \the npighbcrr boy. My mother*was ins'ida. 

Pod some reason another little boy came up calling rte names and 
threw sand in my face,, blinding me. It hurt awful, f'om took me 

& • s ' - 

home and tried to wash out the'.sand. I couldn't see for a while." 
(Peeling - "confusion, bewilderment, j.ust not knowing.'') 

1 •' % v 

Interpreter i -1 interprets this early* recollection as frillows: 

% ‘ « * 

I believe that other people are going to hurt me for no apparent * 

* ■ 9 

reason, I just don't know why other people want to hurt me. I 

feel others are unfair. ~~~ r ' 

* 

Interpreter nZ states: I am justified in being suspicious, 

•' ‘ 7 ' J ' ' 

logic what? people do to, me for no reason. No qbe can blame me for 
putting others, society, etc., down. ■ * 

Interpreter “3 states: T 'em perfectly ehlp t.n play, cooperate- 

’ ' * 

wi^th peers, but circumstances will not permit it. I get hurt'. My 

* • 

* , ; 

"servant"pother was not there. Poor me. She tried, but did not do> , 

• J ' \ i . 

too well. If I don't know, I am confused and cannot be blamed. But 

* * 0 I 

I.should know. , f 

* / * v 

* . \ * , 

A partial example of how the' three interpretations are analyzed . 

. and categprized is a<fe foJlows: . -o . , *-• * 

* ' » ( > • , 
Thefe are two Inferred Consensual Interpretations. Onn st^ms^ 

. * • f 

. from.Interpreter fil ’ s statement that ’'other people bra g6i n g to 1 

v . . • * r •' 

huft me," which means the same as Interpreter ;'2 ’ s ^statement of-. 

, "-look uh^t people do to me, " which, a direct reference to the 

a ctivity c ontent of .the early—recollection, which is "getting fourt.V 

* * * * | f * , h 

Interpreter /-’’s consensual statement is simply, "I get-hurt." | 

In Category 2, there iu or.e Inferrscl Double Interpreter. \ 


(' / . 


4 
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Interpretation, stems from Interpreter «'s statement of "no 

one c^n Plane me," uhich is similar In meaning to Interpreter -V3's 
statement of, "If I don't know. I am confused and cannot be blamed." . 

Category.*3 contains six Single Interpreter Interpretations. ^ 
examples are Interpreter #l's statement of "others are,unfair," and 
Interpreter /,'2's statement of', -I am justified in being _ suspicious." 

There are no apparent Contradictions in Interpretation to be' 

? V ' i' ' ' 

placed in Category rib. < • . - ■ 

The standardize* instruction, which instructed each interpreter 
•to briefly state how eac|* early recollection was interpreted, is 
basically an open-ended Instruction, in that this uri'ter>lrf nat . 

' assume that any, or all interpreters uould adhere to any specific 
method of eaf; y recollection interpretation.. Gushurst C1971) has ^ 
stated specifically the steps .to be followed- in the interpretation 
.of early recollections. Even though none of the three interpreters 
In the present..investigation were specifically trained in Gushurst’s 
method. It is interesting tft. note thpt Mjhe present writer wa^ able^ 
tir^dentify each 6f Gushurst’s three steps as contained in. each 
interpreter's explanation of how. Early Recollection i,% was inter¬ 


preted. 


* 
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h The three interpreter's common theme summaries for the ea^rly 
recollections ancf the three interpreters' final life style summands 
were also analysed and categorized in the same manner as the indi¬ 
vidual early racollectipns and the family constellation question¬ 
naire. .'The combined total for all five.cpteooriSs is as foll ows ? 

-Category. //I Inferred Consensual Interpretations -17 
. J ■ Cntegog/ A'2^ Inferred Double Interpreter’ Interpretations^ - Vv 


o 


1 


\ 

J 


Category-"3 Single Interpreter Inter^e tat ipn - 59 

Category ;/A Consensual Omission — 10 • « - '( 

■S' - * ' \ 

jntradiction in Interpretation - 2 

• • . ( '• 


Category «5 Co* 


INTERPRETATION OF RESULTS 
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Category U 3, which contains interpretations•made by only one 

interpreter, Contains the ^ighest dumber of interpretations, An 

> • v 

examination of these interpretations indicates that they'tend to ^ 

1 . i , 

* • • • , 

ref lect, individual interpreter emphasis. Interpreter //I was re¬ 
sponsible for the majority of these interpretations, and as was 
mentioned previously, it was Interpreter rrl„ who performed the actual 

* t % . m 

* ■» -s 

life style analysis in the presence,of the subject. Soring the 

j . • « • 

actual analysis. Interpreter ill obtained "objective situation’' 

• • 

inform3-tion, which undoubtedly influenced his^analysis. The "pb— 
jectJLve situation" information was n presented to Interpreter H2 % - 
and #3. Since thejse "single" interpretations do not represent con- 
- tradictions in'interpretation, they^do hot appear-to significantly^ 
influence the consensuality of the final life-style summaries. 

• s 

* ^ 

Category ii2\ which contains interpretations agreed upon by two inter 

L - * \ ■ ' ’ 

preters, contains 'the second highest number of interpretations. 

“ 4 

Xfitsrpreter U I and #2 are responsible for the majority of.these in- 
. *’ • • 

terpretations r and this may be due to the fact that Interpreter */. 1 
was trained by Interpreter U2 «■ « 

•' 4 , A * 

.Category ffU pertains only Family constellation ouestion- 

1 1 . . 

. naire’ and'eontains ^hoae items*, which all three interpreters did 


not indicate as beihg significant. # 5ome of these items .are designed 
to provide information, which is relevant to the understanding of 




X 


9 




ter w as unable to explain the 

•. V 


sibling groupings in a larger family and is less appropriate in ( -the 
present analysis^ where only tuc children are involved* Other Clues' - 

.J ( , 

tions, such as '''Uho, hacf the best sense of hunior," "Who uas the most, 
idealistic," and "the most n^t^rial igtic were simply not viewed 
as providing particularly significant information. There were ohly 

• • _ - . y 1 

two/apparent contradictions in interpre tations >t both of which /s tern-, • 

. * • * . v 

med from two Questions on the family ccmste'Tlation questionnaire. 

The contradictions•appear.to reflect individual interpreter emphasis 

■4 ' ■ J 

4k • 

do not reappear in the fiOai life style summaries, and therefore, 

S w 

do hot seem to affect the consensual-it,y of the final life style sum- 
Varies significantly. - Thd presen t un¬ 
specific reason for these contradictions, since, he uas not provided 

, , • ^ -v 

with eacV interpreter' s specific theoretical uhy the 

* ' • r 

interpretation was made. This i$ a result of the present study's 

limited design, and provides a-fruitful suggestion Forfurther and 

mare 'indepth investigation. vJ S • '*■' 

* ' *■ . * 

The category with ithe least amount of entries is Category ri 1,. 

. < - * 

which contains Consensual, Interpretations by all three interpreters. 

» ' / 

OF fhese 17 entries, 1 2, result directl-y from the interpreted early; 

* V . 

recollection^^the early recollections pemmon theme summary, and 

the final life ^tyle summary. -This result seem^to indicate that. 

early_Jfepairection interp'retatron may tie. more conductive to consen- . 

• • f * 
sual a-greemsnt. among interpreters, then is the interpretation of 

1 ... 
family constellation information. The significance of the consen¬ 
sual interpretations resulting from the early recollections and -the 


final life style summary is at le'Sst alluded tp when.^il Consensual 

• - * •' , < \ 

--. •3 ;| 

Interpretations and DoObic Ipterprstfcr Interpretations are combined 

>" " • ' '• • V. .•. 
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or cooled to form a consensual life style summary, which can theft 

*'«L - & ,, 

be compared with tne original life style summary as constructed by 

• • ' 

th^ present writer. The fallowing is the present writer's ..original 

v \ 

suipm 3 ry of the subject's basic life style. 

t * 

"I believe that no matter y what' I do, it’s not going to' be gone 


enough to meet others' expectations- and demands! It's important 


for me to receive recognition fre'm others ypt thev never give me 

C,\i. . / 

enough recognition. It's impdr\ 3 nt for me to achieve, and eveni tnour.h 


I had achievements as a child, other people didn't give me. enough • 

' Ti. ^ ‘ | « * . 

recognition, They just didn't appreciate hew hard I tried. ‘If I t , 
can't l^e',tf\e best at what t'tiey want then I'll be the best a ( t rebel¬ 
ling a^d demonstrating irresponsibility because other periple are 

( " ” • 'li' v * 

unfair, they cause hurt, are deceitful, and take advantage. They 

*]',*• ,v ,> • 

arfe.net appreciative sod esnno-t .bfe «-a*isfied, especially women. 

They are responsible’For my misfortune and misery in Life.'* 

- The fallowing ’’Consensual" life style spmmary'.is a composition 

^ . ✓ 

\ , # 

of only those interpretations, which'up-re categorized as^Xnferr'ed 

ff * 

Consensual Interpretations and Inferred".Double^ntelrpreter Interpre- 
tations. The con%ensuaI summary is as follows (TJote: Words in 

o O 

parentheses added by (this writer): , • - * 

• \ 

"Other people can't be trusteed; they let ms ^iowr. and deceive me. 

I feel victimized by other"people (and) they ar^' responsible for my ) 

~J- « 

misfortune; I sometimes feel.unable to solve life's problems, du- 
I'm trying* fo be goo^l and find the right answers. (However), no 


ttsr how h^Td I t r y , 11 "Is^ever good enough. .(Therefore), I try, • 


but getodiscouraged. 'Hcw.can I get cldsa to people with all this 


against, me. 


t » 


'U 


: \ 



•11 


■ I must be on guard, be careful, and keep my_distance, ('bince) 
other people are a danger to me — are out to get me (especially) 

uihen I don't understand the situation apb feel thb^-life is confus- 

* \ - / , 

inq. Otherd (are) and life (i'n general) is-unrair. ^ 

I am justified in doing what I want to do (especially) lying 

\ ^ s . 

and' tnanipulatinjp. I feel lonely, separate, and a failure, - ' (since), 

*-) ... ... ' 

I must do everything by myself? but question my ability to do so, 

I still n°ed support, pampering, still need to be the center 

of attention arqund someone like mom ,4jho never really gives me'i 

enough.' It's important fer me to receive recognition from others, 

^ ' "S / / 

« ' • » 

yet they never give me enough*recognition. 

• (• «r 

\ I can only belong,. J will only £e recognized or count, if I 

am thE_'smartest and strongest, and i«£ all, especially my mother, 

» * • - 
pay attention to me and submit tO’ my wishes at all, times. If j^-do 

not achieve this, it'is the fault of others. I will get them to 

notice me't^en. through misbehavior. It's important for me to , ^ 

< ' ' ’• . 

achieve, and even thoygh I had achievements as a child, other .people 

■ ' • < 

\ 

didn’t qive me enough recognition; they just didn't appreciate how 
hard I tried. If I can't be the best at what they want then I'll be , 
the best at rebelling and demonstrating irrespcnsifci 11 - * 

It appears that the basic interpretations, which describe how 


the subject views himself, People, and life in general are , 

present in bbth the present writer's o.i'lginal summary >and in the- 
consensual 'life style summary. y «, ) 

• e 


v u 
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’ CONCLUSION 


' If trfe interpretations categorized as beirg consensually agreed 

. * 

apon by all three interpreters, or by at le^st two interpreters, are 

assumed to represent consensual statements, it can be concluded that 

three separate*Adlerian interpreters can arrive at ve^Py similar life 

f I . * 

Style summaries- based only on the information contained in the con- v 
pleted protocol. As was stated previously, thn present study was 

..w* .. « 

intended only as a preliminary investigation, and the present writer 
by no means- intends to imply that consensual validity or inter-in¬ 
terpreter reliability has been established. 

In regard to the three original questions, which this investi¬ 
gation attempted to shed some light upon, it appears that: 

* * . „ ' i 

1. Many and perhaps most of the significant interpretations 

of the subject, 1 ? life style can oe mace from tne protocol 

. * *» 

information alone. Although there is strong individual 
interpreter emphasis, it-does mt appe^r^ that the emphasis 
affected the final summaries significantly* Since the life 
style analysis procedure is categorized as an idiooraphic 
approach, individual interpreter emphasis is to be expected. 

• N ‘ 

2* When the pooled "consensual" life style 1 summary is compared 

/ 

, - * , • 

to the original life stylg/summary of the present writer, 

it appears that the most significant interpretations, wfech 

I ■ - • ' 

! describe the subject's basic life style are contained 

- > • «• * ~ < 

- both summaries. , 

V- , 

. . » » 

3* In .comparing all three final life style summaries, it 


/ 

( 


appears that the two contradictions ininterpretation' 


1 u 


Stemming from, .the family constellation questionnaire, and £ 

/ , the non-copsensual interpretations stemming from both the 

' • . 

questionnaire and the early recollection material, do not 

* • , « 

• -affect significantly the consensual agreement of the, final 

* ' ... * \ 

life style interpretations. 

* i 

Basdd on the conclusions of the present preliminary investi- 
. . . . • •. 
gaticn, Suggestions for further research include: 

1. Subjecting the* individual interpretations of> eaqh inter¬ 

pretation category to a panel of trained fudges, in an 
attempt to v establish the reliability of the category sys¬ 
tem. 1 4 

2. Expanding the standardized instructions so that each inter-- 

preter would explain,in theoretical detail how and uhy 
each interpretation alas' made. ... 

3. Have each interpreter/interpret early recollections using 
a standardized system, such as Gushurst’s (1971) method 

- for interpretation of "pure positive" early recollections, 

• which can tie' subjected to test? of reliability. 
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